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1. Ths British cay urge limited steps on European security In advance of 
progress or;. Gerswui reunification «> They r«ay eite Khrushchev talks aa substantiating 
tl.wj.r belief that the USSR might accopt eone proposals in this field and argue that 
ovc-n a limited agreement would reduce the danger of uur over Berlin. 

2. Ihey nay suggest a stone of limitation of forces, with inspection in an area 

o.'.' Oar^say oast of the Rhino and a corresponding area east of the GQR frontier 

5 , They m.y suggest a asall oonoession towards relaxation of tensions by 
popcolng that a narrow sone along the frontier in Vest Gerwany ba demilitarised ft 
T'Q-»y way argue this would not represent any change In actual British deploynent 
air.ee Uritiah troops are not now advanosd beyond the Weeer River e 

/«... They will probably agree that no major nhift in troop doployosnt son be 
«oatft»platf/d unless an ogre«aent on reunification is re««hed a 

1.. Lisiltc-d European security agreements not linked with Goraan reunification 
v»-.\ld wily result lu strategic gains for tha \lSilR without eowtpenentlcg gains for uo a 
y.:h ^wM^rantu could create en Illusion that ths threat had been reduced, whereas 
...o i\\ct\ the ijftRio security situation would not be iwprevedo The Hovth Atlantic 
Gc- noli h>Mi studied and rejected proposals of this character, such ae the 
JUy'.'.eV'. V'^.n, both in Its original form and as modified* 

,*?, The question of an inepection Kens and anca limitations In Europe is 
pv.'r^..r i.?.y f<w ths West Europeans to decide.. J.'either the French nor the Qena&us 
«'!■:•.:, disponed to accept auoh a plan e Also, there are *dventagec to linking a cone 
of Irs.-HVitlon An Europe to one which would provide protection against surprise attack 

c: ■;:.;.• ■■:-. .u\r;;»'r area; o,g,», the Arctic* 

3 . a liird ted ngreota&nt conf inad to a narrow deallitarisod sons baesd on the 

dA '.'•,,'.;..:;.; Ur.a fcetv.jen East, ond West Geanaay would be dangerous in creating the Illusion 
of vcfT.io«d threat vhilo not In fact changing the basic security situations It would 
h'i u pcO.a.tiep-1 gain for the USSR without any compensating gains on our part* 

A ' Wo Eiie.ro the British view that najor troop deployments can only be considered 
!■■*. ccvv.oction with a political settlement - wiich for European deployment Beans Qersan 
ratification. However, our security and reunification proposals night be nora 
af j/cetlvoly pre<fsnted If related note closely with our over-all diearoattont proposals • 
(l ''i'» linking troop reductions in Europe to tfca overall reductions wo proposed In 
l-'ji^oa in 1957 if certain polities! preblers v;ero solved., 
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